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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
This paper shows the relationship between oral diseases and mental disorders. The 
content is very interesting, but the research has not yet been carried out, and it is thought 
that it is the content of the introduction of the research design and the summary of the 
previous reports. It is unclear what kind of manuscript the submitted magazine will publish, 
but if you think about it normally, it will either be summarized as a review or your results will 
be published as an original paper. Since the current manuscript is neither of them, it seems 
necessary to consider whether it is necessary to change the appearance drastically at the 
discretion of the editorial board. 
In case the examination proceeds as it is, I will point out the details just in case: 

 
- The content of Results in Abstract is too small. The results should be shown even in a 
straightforward manner. 
- Isn't Expected Results unnecessary? (It seems that only the subjectivity of the author can 
be written) 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
- The content (Every ...) written at the end of the Background of Abstract is not the 
background content. 
- I don't understand why the target is 22 years old or older (if there are circumstances 
peculiar to India, it is better to write it). 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 
- If terms such as Background and Objectives used in the abstract are duplicated in the 
text, the text may be difficult to understand. 
- There seems to be a flaw in the insertion of the bibliography number. 
 
 

 

 
 

http://ditdo.in/jpri
https://www.journaljpri.com/index.php/JPRI/editorial-policy


 

 Review Form 1.6 

Created by: EA               Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO     Version: 1.6 (10-04-2018)  

 
 
PART  2:  
 

 
Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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